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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is in response to Amendment filed on 12/19/2006. 

2. Claims 1, 4, 5, 9, 13, 16 and 21 have been amended. Currently, claims 1-22 are pending. 

Response to A rguments 

3. Applicant's arguments regarding newly added claim limitations with respect to claims 1- 
22 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Note that the process of accessing a particular queue on a particular firewall host system 
must include selecting a host (e.g., using the graphical user interface associated to the particular 
firewall host system) as broadly claimed in the previous amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and vy^as published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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5. Claim 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Couch et al, 
(Publication No US 2003/0126109). 

As to claim 1 3, Couch et al. teach: 
"A method for viewing messaging service messages" (see [0033] and [0057]), comprising: 

"selecting a host computer implementing the messaging service by inputting a host 
computer identification" (see [0030]-[0036] and [0053]-[0054] wherein client computer system 
using table function to access messages from a particular queue (for instance, message queue 30 
on the computer system 10c); since the system network including many computer systems each 
manages many message queues [0054], specifying a specific location of the desired queue to 
access the desired queue in the network is equivalent to identify a computer system and identify 
a queue of that computer system); 

"selecting a queue supported by the messaging service by inputting a queue 
identification" (see [0053], [0054] and Fig. 6 wherein Location of the desired message queue 
used to identify and access the queue is equivalent to A pplicant 's "queue identification"); 

"reading a message originating from a first application and directed to a second 
application from the queue by a third application" (see [0031]-[0033] and [0037] wherein table 
function building application is equivalent to Applicant 's "third application"); and 

"displaying full contents of the message using the third application" (see [0057], [0004]). 

As to claim 14, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
13 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Couch et al. teach: 

"wherein the message includes a plurality of attributes" (see [0004]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set fortli in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 4-12 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Landfield et al. (US Patent No 5,928,333) in view of Couch et ah (Publication No US 
2003/0126109). 

As to claim 1 , Landfield et al. teaches: 
"A system for managing messages on a queue" (see Abstract, [column 2, lines 20-32] and 
[column 5, lines 35-45]), comprising: 

"one or more first systems operable to send a plurality of messages directed to one or 
more second system" (see [column 1, lines 20-30], [column 2, lines 50-60] and [column 3, lines 
1-3] wherein electronic mail message is sent from one computer to another); 

"a messaging service system for providing the plurality of messages to the second 
systems through the queue" (see [column 3, lines 35-40] and [column 5, lines 20-33] wherein 
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send mail process on each firewall host system as disclosed is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"messaging service system"); and 

"a computer system for managing messages on the queue by executing a first module and 
a second module" (see [column 2, lines 10-30] and [column 5, lines 35-50] wherein the computer 
implementing the electronic mail management system is equivalent to Applicant 's "computer 
system"): 

"wherein the first module is operable to read the plurality of messages from the queue 
that are not directed to the first module" (see [column 5, lines 40-50] wherein the disclosure of 
displaying information about each message indicates that message must be read before its 
information is displayed; also see [column 5, lines 65-67] wherein to save messages must include 
to read messages); and 

"a second module operable to display the plurality of messages read from the queue" (see 
[column 5, lines 40-55] and Fig. 3A). 

Landfield et al. does not teach: 

"wherein the first module is selectable in a mutually exclusive manner between 
destructively reading the messages from the queue and non-destructively reading the message 
from the queue". 

Couch et al. teaches: 

"wherein the first module is selectable in a mutually exclusive manner between 
destructively reading the messages from the queue and non-destructively reading the message 
from the queue" (see [0009], [0033], [0038] and [0048]), 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Landfield et al. by the leaching of Couch et al. to add the 
function of selecting between destructively reading and non-destructively reading since this 
function provides an effective and flexible way to manage messages in the queue. 

As to claim 4, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Landfield et al. as modified teaches: 

"wherein the computer system further executes a control module operable to perform the 
selection of the first module to remove at least one of the plurality of messages read from the 
queue" (see [column 5, lines 58-61], [column 6, lines 24-30 and 65-67] and Fig. 3 A), 

As to claim 5, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Landfield et al. as modified teaches: 

"wherein the computer system further executes a control module operable to perform the 
selection of the first module to remove each of the plurality of messages from the queue" (see 
[column 5, lines 58-61], [column 6, lines 24-30 and 65-67] and Fig. 3 A). 

As to claim 6, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Landfield et al. as modified teaches: 
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"wherein each of the plurality of messages includes attributes and wherein the second 
module is further operable to display the attributes of each of the plurality of message" (see 
[column 5, lines 45-55] and Fig. 3A). 

As to claim 7, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Landfield et al. as modified teaches: 

"wherein the plurality of messages each includes attributes and wherein the second 
module is operable to display sectional identifiers related to the attributes of each one of the 
plurality of messages" (see Fig, 3A). 

As to claim 8, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 7 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Landfield et al. as modified teaches: 

"wherein each of attributes is displayed, by the second module, adjacent the sectional 
identifier associated with the attribute" (see Fig. 3A wherein each box in the table represent a 
sectional identifier as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 9, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 6 
and is similar rejected including the following: 

Landfield et al. as modified teach the inclusion and display of some of attributes but does 
not teach the inclusion and display of all of attributes as recited in Applicant 's claim language. 
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However, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Landfield et al. to include and display all the 
attributes as claimed, since decisions for including and displaying any specific attributes are 
choices of implementation and depend on system and user requirements of a specific application. 

As to claim 10, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Landfield et al. as modified teaches: 

"wherein each of the plurality of message includes a properties attribute and wherein the 
second module is operable to display only a portion of the properties attribute" (see [column 5, 
lines 45-55] and Fig. 3 A wherein displayed information for each message only shows a portion 
of properties included in header of the message wherein header of the message is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "properties attribute"). 

As to claim 11, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
10 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Landfield et aL as modified teaches: 

"wherein the second module is further operable, in response to selecting the displayed 
portion of the properties attribute, to display in a viewer the complete properties attribute for 
viewing" (see [column 7, lines 3-10] wherein header information is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"complete properties attribute"). 
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As to claim 12, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Landfield et al. as modified teaches: 

"wherein the second module is further operable to display an identifier associated with 
the each of the message and a delivery time related to the time the message was delivered to the 
messaging service" (see [column 5, lines 45-55] and Fig. 3A wherein "Queue ID" is equivalent 
to Applicant's "identifier", and "Queue Time" is equivalent to Applicant 's "delivery time"). 

As to claim 21, Landfield et al. teach: 
"A method of testing an application which generates messaging service messages" (see 
Abstract), comprising: 

"running the test application" (see [column 5, lines 20-40] wherein any mail application 
can be a test application); 

"generating a message by the test application to be sent to a second application" (see 
[column 5, lines 20-55] wherein mail application which sends a mail message is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "test application" and mail application which receives the mail message is equivalent 
to Applicant 's "second application"); 

"posting the message to a queue" (see [column 5, lines 25-30]); and 

"reading the message from the queue with the third application to verify whether the test 
application is operating properly" (see [column 7, lines 3-10]). 

Landfield et al. does not teach: 
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"inputting an identification of a host computer system maintaining the queue using a third 
application"; 

"inputting an identification of the queue using the third appHcation"; 

"selecting between destructively reading the message from the queue and non- 
destructively reading the message from the queue"; and 

"reading the message from the queue with the third application in accordance with the 
selection". 

Couch et aL teaches: 

"inputting an identification of a host computer system maintaining the queue using a third 
application" (see [0030]-[0036] and [0053]-[0054] wherein client computer system using table 
function created by the table function building application ([0037] as third application) to access 
messages from a particular queue (for instance, message queue 30 on the computer system 10c); 
since the system network including many computer systems each manages many message queues 
[0054], specifying a specific location of the desired queue to access the desired queue in the 
network is equivalent to identify a computer system and identify a queue of that computer 
system); 

"inputting an identification of the queue using the third application" (see [0053], [0054] 
and Fig. 6 wherein Location of the desired message queue used to identify and access the queue 
is equivalent to Applicant 's "queue identification"); 

"selecting between destructively reading the message from the queue and non- 
destructively reading the message from the queue" (see [0048]); and 
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"reading the message from the queue with the third application in accordance with the 
selection" (see [0033] and [0048]). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Landfield et al. by the leaching of Couch el al. to add the 
features of inputting an identification of a host computer system maintaining the queue, inputting 
an identification of the queue, selecting between destructively reading and non-destructively 
reading and reading the message in accordance with the selection since these features provides 
an effective and flexible way to manage messages in a queue in a network including many 
computer systems wherein each computer system including many queues. 

8. Claims 2-3 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Landfield et aL (US Patent No 5,928,333) in view of Couch et aL (Publication No US 
2003/0126109) as applied to claim 1 and 21 above, and further in view of Robinson (Publication 
No US 2003/0115366). 

As to claim 2, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Landfield et aL and Couch et aL do not teach "wherein the queue is supported by a java 
messaging service". 

Robinson teaches "wherein the queue is supported by a java messaging service" (see 
[0003], [0014] and [0015]). 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Landfield et al. and Couch et al. by the teaching of 
Robinson , since implementing a queue supported by Java messaging service allows a convenient 
and flexible way to asynchronously deliver messages because Java messaging service is an 
asynchronous messaging system. 

As to claim 3, these claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
2, and are similarly rejected including the following: 

Landfield et al. as modified do not teach "wherein the queue is on a java messaging 
service message server". 

Robinson teaches "wherein the queue is on a java messaging service message server' 
(see [0015]). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Landfield et al. as modified by the teaching of Robinson , 
since implementing a queue on a java messaging service message server allows an effective way 
to asynchronously deliver messages because java messaging service message server is an 
asynchronous messaging server. 

As to claim 22, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
21 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Landfield et al. and Couch et aL teach "displaying attributes of the message with the third 
application" (see [column 5, lines 35-45] and Fig. 3A wherein the electronic mail management 
program is equivalent to A pplicant 's "third application"). 

Landfield et al, and Couch et al. do not teach "wherein the queue is supported by a Java 
messaging service". 

Robinson teaches "wherein the queue is supported by a Java messaging service" (see 
[0003], [0014] and [0015]). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Landfield et al. and Couch et al. by the teaching of 
Robinson , since implementing a queue supported by Java messaging service allows a convenient 
and flexible way to asynchronously deliver messages because Java messaging service is an 
asynchronous messaging system, 

9. Claims 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Couch et al. 
(Publication No US 2003/0126109) as applied to claims 13 and 14 above, and further in view of 
Robinson (Publication No US 2003/01 15366). 

As to claim 15, these claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
14, and are similarly rejected including the following: 

Couch et al. does not teach "wherein the queue is on a java messaging service message 
server". 
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Robinson teaches "wherein the queue is on a Java messaging service message server" 
(see [0015]). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Couch et al. by the teaching of Robinson , since 
implementing a queue on a Java messaging service message server allows an effective way to 
asynchronously deliver messages because Java messaging service message server is an 
asynchronous messaging server. 

As to claim 16, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
13 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Couch et al. does not teach "selecting a profile identifying the host computer and having 
information to connect to the host computer, the profile further identifying the queue"; "logging 
on the host computer using the profile", and "connecting to the queue using the profile". 

Robinson teaches: 

"selecting a profile of the host computer having the host computer identification to 
connect to the host computer, the profile further having the queue identification" (see [0017]- 
[0019] and [0029] wherein connection factory encapsulating connection configuration 
information is equivalent to A pplicant 's "profile"); 

"logging to the host computer using the profile" (see [001 7]-[0019] wherein open 
communication channel between an application and the messaging system is equivalent to 
logging as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language); and 
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"connecting to the queue using the profile" (see [0017]-[0019] wherein connection 
factory is equivalent to A pplicant 's "profile" and the disclosure of using the connection factory 
to create a connection to a queue is equivalent to A pplicant 's claim language). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Couch et al. by the teaching of Robinson, since using 
profile to connect and log in the computer system and its resources (such as queue) provides 
effective and efficient way to access to the systems and resource as well as allows better control 
over resource accesses. 

As to claim 17, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
16 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Couch et aL as modified teaches: 

"selecting a consume control determining whether to consume the messages after the 
message is read" (see [0048] wherein READ or RECEIVE are example of consume control); and 

"consuming the message when the consume control has been selected to consume the 
message" (see [0033] and [0048]). 

10. Claims 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Couch et al. 
(Publication No US 2003/0126109) in view of Robinson (Publication No US 2003/01 1 5366) as 
applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Landfield et al. (US Patent No 5,928,333). 



Application/Control Number: 10/685,000 Page 16 

Art Unit: 2164 

As to claim 18, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

17 and is similarly rejected including the following: . 

Couch et al. and Robinson do not teach: 

"displaying attribute headings including indicia identifying attributes of the message"; 
"displaying each of the attributes of the message adjacent one of the associated attribute 
headings". 

Landfield et al. teaches: 

"displaying attribute headings including indicia identifying attributes of the message" 
(see Fig. 3A wherein column headings is equivalent to Applicant 's "attribute headings"); 

"displaying each of the attributes of the message adjacent one of the associated attribute 
headings" (see Fig. 3A). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Couch et al. and Robinson by the teaching of Landfield et 
ah to add the features of displaying attribute headings including indicia identifying attributes of 
the message and displaying each of the attributes of the message adjacent one of the associated 
attribute headings since these features provide an effective view of messages in a queue. 

As to claim 1 9, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Couch et al. and Robinson do not teach: 

"displaying a portion of a properties attribute of the message"; 

"selecting the properties attribute"; and 
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"displaying the properties attribute in a viewer operable to view an entire text of the 
properties attribute of the message". 
Landfield et al. teaches: 

"displaying a portion of a properties attribute of the message" (see Fig. 3 A wherein 
displayed information related to each message represents a portion of header of the message 
wherein header of the message is equivalent to Applicant 's "properties attribute"; 

"selecting the properties attribute" (see [column 7, lines 3-10] for selecting headers 
button); and 

"displaying the properties attribute in a viewer operable to view an entire text of the 
properties attribute of the message" (see [column 7, lines 3-10] wherein header information 
represents an entire text of the header of the message wherein header of the message is 
equivalent to A pplicant 's "properties attribute"). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Couch et al. and Robinson by the teaching of Landfield et 
ah to add the features of displaying a portion of a properties attribute of the message, selecting 
the properties attribute and displaying the properties attribute in a viewer operable to view an 
entire text of the properties attribute of the message since these features provide an effective way 
to manage and view messages in a queue. 

As to claim 20, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Couch et al. and Robinson do not teach: 
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"searching the message read from the queue for a string of text"; and 
"identifying the message having text matching the string text". 
Landfield et al. teaches: 

"searching the message read from the queue for a string of text" (see [column 7, lines 34- 
45]); and 

"identifying the message having text matching the string text" (see [column 7, lines 40- 

45]).. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Couch et al. and Robinson by the teaching of Landfield et 
aL to add the features of searching the message read from the queue for a string of text and 
identifying the message having text matching the string text since these features provide an 
effective way to manage and view messages in a queue. 
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Conclusion 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phuong-Thao Cao whose telephone number is (571) 272-2735. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM (Mon - Fri). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessliiL the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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